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Memorandum 74~16

Subject: Study 39.70 - Prejudgment Attachment

BACKGROUND

Attached to this memorandum are: {l1) a copy of the Recommendation

Relating to Prejudgment Attachment (printed pamphlet - December 1973},
{2) AB 2948 (prejudgment attachment bill as introduced}, (3) Exhibit I ~-

a letter and report from the State Bar setting forth its position on
the original bill, and (4) Exhibit II - a letter and memorandum setting
forth the position of the California Credit llanagers Asscciations. It
should be noted that the State Bar had three points on which 1t was
unalterably opposed to the original bill. See top of page 18 of their
report. Two of these points have been satisiied by amendments made in
the Assembly Judiciary Committee. One, Section 482,060 was deleted, and
the bill 1s now silent as to the use of court commissioners. Two, the
solvency factor ( Section 488.360(b) (1)} was removed from the test for
determining whether farm products and inventory of a going business can
be released from attachment. Accordingly, the State Bar's active opposi-
tion will be based on the fallure of the statute ''to permit the court to
balance equities before granting or refusing a right to attach order."
However, the Bar raises a number of other points which will be discussed
below, together with those of the Credit Associations.

The blll has passed the Assembly. (We have asked that the bill be
set for hearing on May 21 by the Senate Judiciary Committee. If we need
more time to prepare necessary amendments to the bill, we will schedule
it for a later hearing date.) The Commission now should review the
lssues raised in this memorandum and direct us as to what action should
be taken with regard to the amendments proposed. For the most part, the
issues discussed are not entirely new; however, some new twists are
introduced, and we urge you to reexamine each point with care. These
materials will be discussed beginning Friday worning, May 3, 1974. Mr.
tlarsh, representing the Credit Associations, will attend that meeting,

and perhaps someone will attend to represent the State Bar's positiom.



ANALYSIS
Section 483.010. This section describes the types of actions in
which an attachment may be issued. The State Bar (p.4) notes that the
section "precludes the granting of an attachment to a plaintiff who has
any other form of security, including any 'statutory, common law or
equitable' lien; and further declares that 1if a plaintiff had such
security, but it has become valueless through an 'act' of the plaintiff,
no attachment can issue.’' The Bar "assumes' that this provision was not
intended to prevent a person who has given up a possessory lien from
subsequently seeking an attachment. We belleve that their assumption is
directly contrary to the statute; hence, we do not believe that the mat—
ter can be clarified by Comment as they suggest. Horeover, the statute
may say exactly what we intended it to say. If this is true, we suggest
that the Compent be revised to reflect this aspect of the statute. For
example, a statement could be added at the end of the last paragraph of
the Comment to read as follows:
The last sentence of subdivieion (a) makes clear that attachment is
oot available where the claim sued upon is a secured claim unless
the security has become walueless without the act of the plaintiff
or pergon to whom the security was given. All types of ssgured
¢laims are excluded. Moreover, the security cannot simply be
walved. Hence, a person who has relinquished a possessory lien is
barred as well as a person who held a more typical consensual
gsecurity interest.
On the other hand, the staff is not sure whether this provision was
considered in the light of the circumstances described by the Bar, and
the Commission may believe that theilr point is well taken. In short, as
a matter of policy, you may favor a change in the statute that accom-
plishes what the Bar seeks. If so, we ask that you consider revising
the last sentence of subdivision (a) to provide as follows:
The clalm shall not be secured by any interest in real or personal
property arising from agreement, statute, or other rule of law
(including any mortgage or deed of trust of realty, any security
interest subject to Division 9 (commencing with Section %101) of
the Commercial Code, and any statutory, common law, or egquitable
iien). However, an attachment may be 1lssued where the claim was
originally so secured but, without any act of the plaintiff or the
person to whom the security was given, such security has become

valueless or where the claim was secured by a possessory lien but
such lien has been relinquished by the redelivery of the property.

Which course should be taken?



Sectlon 484.080. This section deals with the issue of continuances

of the hearing on the application for a right to attach order. The Bar
believes that a plaintiff should be entitled to a continuance on a
showing of good cause, and they suggest that subdivision (a) be revised
to provide:

484,080. (a) At the time set for the hearing, the plaintiff
shall be ready to proceed. If the plaintiff 1s not ready, or if he
has failed to comply with Section 484.040, the court may either
deny the applicaticn for the order or, for good cause shown, grant
the plaintiff z continuance for a reasonable period.

If such a continuance is not permitted, the Bar points out that nothing
in the statute precludes the plaintiff from reapplying for a right to
attach order. 1If the Commission wishes to put teeth into the denial of
a continuance, present subdivision (a), which requires the court to deny
the application for the order, could be supplemented by a proviso which
precludes any further application (period} or requires any further
application to be supported by a showing of good cause as to why the
plaintiff was not ready to proceed earlier. We hasten to say that these
are merely possible apprecaches. The staff would have no objection te
the adoption of the Bar's suggestion. What action does the Commission
wish to take?

The Credit Assoclatlons propose that, where the defendant obtains a
continuance, any protective order shalil (not may) be extended by the
court during the period of such continuance. See Section 484.080(b).
The staff prefers the present form, but we belifeve that Section 486.100
would in any case permit the defendant to apply to have the order wvacated
or modified upon & proper showing. Does the Commission wish to make any
change?

Issuance of right to attach order. (Exhibit I - pp. 6-9). The

State Bar here propeoses that the statute be amended to permit the court
to balance equitles before granting or refusing a right to attach order.
The staff has some sympathy for this view, but the matter has been
discussed at great length before, and we have nothing new to add.

However, we do note that this position is based on reasoning that is
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diametrically opposed to the Credit Assoclations' proposal’ below) that
a protective order be issued as a matcter of right only upon a showing of
probable validity of the plaintiff’s claim. It appears obvious, there-
fore, that we cannot possibly completely satisfy both groups.

Section 484.320. The Bar proposes (Exhibit I - p. 10} that Section
484.320 include a2 provision similar to that in Section 484.020 whereby
the plaintilff swears that his claim has not been discharged in bankruptcy.

It should be noted that we are dealing here with additional writs after
a right to attach order has been lssued. WNevertheless, there may have
been an intervening bankruptcy proceeding; hence, the statement may be
appropriate and, at least, we do not see any harm in adding it. With
your approval, we will amend Section 484.320 by adding the following:
(d) A statement that the applicant has no information or
belief that the claim has been discharged in a proceeding under the

National Bankruptcy Act or that the prosecution of the action has
been stayed in a proceeding under the National Bankruptcy Act.

Section 484.340. Here the Bar has caught an lnadvertent omlssion.

Subdivision (d4) should be amended to add the underlined material:

(d) If the defendant claims that the property specified in the
application, or a portion thereof, 1s exempt from attachment, he
shall file with the court a clalm of exemption with respect to the
property as provided in Section 484.350 not later than five days
prior to the date set for hearing . If he does not do so, the
claim of exemption will be barred in the absence of a showing of a
change in circumstances occurring after the hearing.

Sections 484.510-484.530. The Bar proposes (Exhibit I - pp. 9-10)

the elimination of this procedure for issuance of additional writs on an

ex parte application after a noticed hearing has resulted in the issuance
of a right to attach order, i.e., they would always require a showing of
great or lrreparable injury before a writ may be lssued ex parte. The
staff opposes this propeosal. The plaintiff here has already established
the probable validity of his claim; hence, the only issue remaining
under our scheme is whether the defendant has a claim of exemption. If
the defendant is a corporation or a partnership, as a general rule there

will be no claims of exemption. If the defendant 1s an individual, he



will have had an opportunity to claim his exemption at the prior hearing
and, if he falled to do so, there is a relatively expeditious procedure
for claiming an exemption after levy. Finally, the statute provides for
liability for wrongful attachment where the plaintiff does levy on
exempt property. In short, we believe that the defendant is adequately
protected, and we do not want to impose any additional burdens on the
plaintiff. Accordingly, we suggest that no changes be made here.
Chapter 5 {commencing with Section 485.010). The State Bar {Ex-

hibic I - pp. 11-12) suggests that a provision be added here which
insures that a copy of the summons and complaint is served on the de-
fendant at a point in time no later than when he is first served with a
writ of attachment. The staff does not think any change is really
necessary. However, we see no objection to this suggestion, and we
believe that it could be best ilmplemented by adding the following sub-
division to Section 488.030.

(c) Where a copy of the summons and complaint has not pre-
viously been served on the defendant, the plaintiff, or his at-
torney of record, shall instruct the levying officer to make such
service at the same time he serves the defendant with a copy of the
wrlt of attachment.

Temporary protective order. Proposed amendments 2 through 6 {(Ex-
hibit II ~ p. 2) submitted by the Credit Associations would eliminate

the prerequisite that a temporary protective order be issued only upon a
showing of need therefor and would require the court in every case where
an order is issued to prohibit any transfer of property (subject to
attachment) otherwise than in the ordinary course of business and pro-
hibit any payment by the defendant of any antecedent debt. The staff
believes that these provisions would be unconstitutional. The impact of
such an order on a business could be devastating, yet the order would be
issued ex parte on no more than the plaintiff’s showing of the probable
validity of his claim. At best, this seems to us to be poor poliey.

See discugsion on pages 726-727 of the Recommendation. As noted above,
we are certain that the Bar would also oppose such changes. In short,
we believe that the Commission should not accept these proposed amend-

ments.



Section 486.090. The State Bar mlstakenly suggests that we do not

permit extension of a protective order where the defendant is granted a
continuance of the hearing. Such an extension is permitted. See Sec~
tion 484.080(b). However, the extension is granted only for the period
of the continuance. It might be better if the extension were for the
longer period suggested by the Bar. That is, the second sentence of
subdivision (b) might better provide:
The effective period of any protective order 1ssued pursuant to
Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 486.010) [may] [shall] be ex-
tended by the court for a period ending 10 days after the new
hearing date.
What is the Commission’s desire?
Section 487.010. The Credit Associations (Exhibit II - p.2 -

amendment 7) propose two changes here. First, they ask that we spe-
cifically refer in subdivision (c)} to "a partner who is individually
liable for a partnership debt.” The staff does not ocbject to the policy
desired; indeed, we think that the Comment to this section (see Recom-
mendation, p. 794) makes thls point clear. However, if we do make the
change proposed, we think that there is some tendency to create an
ambigulty concerning corporate property where a corporation is a part-
ner. In short, we think the recommendation is better drafted the way it
is to accomplish what the Credit Associations want; however, we have no
strong objection to the change.
Second, they ask that subdivision (c) be revised to add the foi-

lowlng underlined provision:

487.010., The following property is subject to attachment:

* % & # *

{c) Where the defendant is an individual engaged in a trade,
business, or profession . . . all of his real property and all of
his following property if it is used or held for use in the de-
fendant's trade, business, or profession or 1f property of that
type then owned was reflected in any financial statement furnished
to the plaintiff for the purpose of cbtalning credit : [then
follows a 1ist of mostly commercial-type assets].




The proposed amendment makes subject to attachment certain property not
used or held for use in the defendant's business or profession. In some
cases, this could substantially broaden the reach of the statute. It is
a provision that is not found in existing law. Moreover, the amendment
1s not limited to property actually listed in the financial statement or
property which was relied upon in extending credit. On the other hand,
the types of property listed in paragraphs (1) through (10) of subdivi-
sion (¢) tend to exclude property which might be considered a necessity.
The staff has no very strong feelings on the subject. We think that it
could be something of a trap for the defendant but, as noted, it would
not subject consumer goods to attachment. We assume Hr. Marsh will
state his case for this amendment, and the Commission can then take what
action it thinks 1s best.

Section 488.100 (proposed). The Credit Assoclations propose that a
new Section 488.100 be added. See Exhibit II - P. 3 - amendment 8. The

staff bellieves that the proposed section 1s hoth unnecessary and undesir-
able. The statute now specifies exactly what is requitred to make g
valid levy and what acts create a lien valid apainst subsequent trans-
ferees. At best, the proposed section would be redundant. At worst,
the section would create a conflict with those provisions which limit
the effectiveness of a levy in certain situations. See Sections 488.350
(levy on motor vehicle does not affect certain bona fide purchasers),
488.380 {levy on chattel paper does not affect account debtor until
service of notice of attachment), 488.400 (obligor credited with good
faith payments made on attached negotiable instrument). In short, the
staff opposes the suggested change. Moreover, we are at a loss to
Suggest any alternative without knowing what has motivated the proposal,
Perhaps something can be worked cut at the meeting,

Section 488.350. The State Bar (Exhibit I - pp. 12-13) merely

notes a disparity between the time for service on a legal owner of a
motor vehicle and on other third persons. We cannot recall the reason,
if any, for the disparity. However, we are not inclined to make any

change here, especially since the Bar does not suggest that we do so.



Section 488.360. We have eliminated the solvency test (subdivision

(b) (1)) which the Bar strongly opposed. See Exhibit I - pp. 13-14.
They also suggest that the statute or Comment contain detail as to the
method of collection on credit card purchases. The consensus of the
sheriffs at an earlier meeting was that such detail was not needed by
them and would be undesirable. Hence, we suggest no change be made.

Section 488.410. The Credit Associations (Exhibit II - p.3 -

amendment 9) propose in substance that a security which 1s in the
possession of a pledgee or pledgeholder be attached by service of a copy
of the writ on such person. Such a provision once appeared in an
earlier draft and was deleted by the Commission, in part because it
conflicted with Commercial Code Sectiom 8317. We thought that the
matter was thoroughly argued out before, and we assume that the Com~
mission wiil not wish to make this change.
Section 488.430., The State Bar (Exhibit I - pp. 14-15) proposes a

change in the method of levy on an interest of a defendant in perscnal
property belonging to the estate of a decedent. The change would in
effect simply require the clerk of the court, instead of the sheriff, to
serve the personal representative with a copy of the writ. Section
488.430 continues the existing law, and we are not persuaded that there
is a very good reason to change it. Accordingly, we suggest no change
be made. On the other hand, if you wish to accommodate the Bar here, we
have no objection to the language set forth om page 15 of Exhibit I ex-
cept that we would break the provision into two sentences on line § by
deleting "and", inserting a period, and capitalizing “the".

Section 489.220. The Bar comments with regard to the plaintiff’s

undertaking were made before they were aware of what action the Commis-
slon took on this section im November 1973. The Bar's proposal (Exhibit
I -~ p. 16) would be acceptable to the staff if we were starting over
again; however, at this stage, we would prefer not to make any changes
here since we seem to have a provision which is noncontroversial.
Section 490.010. The Credit Assoclations (Exhibit II - p. 3 -

amendment 10) propose that we eliminate as an act constituting wrongful
attachment "the levy of a writ of attachment on property possessing a

value greatly in excess of the amount of the plaintiff's valid claim



except where the plaintiff shows that he reasonably believed that all
other property of the defendant was exempt from attachment.” The staff
simply believes that there should be 1liability in this instance. Never-
theless, the provision does represent an extension of liabilicy for
wrongful attachment, and this provision is not essential to the bill
since liability in such a case can often be based on an abuse of process
theory. What is the Commission’s desire?

Section 490.020, The Credit Associations (Exhibit II - p- 3 -

amendments 11 and 12) propose two changes here. First, elimination of

the modifying phrase "whether direct or consequential” from the provi-
sion which makes the plaintiff liable for all damages proximately caused
to the defendant by a wrongful attachment. The staff would prefer to
keep this phrase because it might help to avoid a judiclal interpreta~
tion which would limit the defendant's damages. See Comment to Section
490.020, Recommendation, p. 841. On the other hand, this is a point
which we do not believe is absolutely essential.

The second change proposed would limit the plaintiff's liability
for wrongful attachment to the amount of his undertaking in all cases--
not only where he proceeds by way of a noticed hearing. One purpose of
the present distinction is to discourage the use of the ax parte pro-
cedure. On the other hand, you will recall that Section 489.220 permits
the defendant to move to have the plaintiff's undertaking increased
where he can show that the probable recovery for wrongful attachment
exceeds the amount of the current undertaking. In short, here again we
prefer what we have but believe that what we have is not absolutely
essential.

Sections 490.030 and 490,.050. The Credit Assoclations (Exhibit

Il - p. 3 - amendments 13 and 14) propose that we eliminate the notliced
motion procedure for recovery of damages for wrongful attachment. The
staff strongly suggests that this proposal be rejected, We see abso-
lutely no reason to require a defendant to bear the expense and to awaic
the outcome of another independent action to recover damages against the
plaintiff where his property has been wrongfully attached. Such a pro-
cedure seems particularly anomalous when one realizes that the liabitity
of the surety under existing law (Code Civ. Proc. § 1058a) can be en~-

forced by wotion. In most cases, we assume that the defendant will



simply pursue the surety: however, where the surety appears to have in=-
sufficient assets or the plaintiff's liability is greater than that of
the surety, we believe that the defendant should have the same expedi-
tious motion procedure available to him. In short, we hope that the
Commission will resist any change here.

Nonresident attachment. The Bar (Exhibit I - pp. 16-17) makes two

suggestions here, The first deals with service of the summons and
complaint. TIf Section 488.030 is revised in the manner presented above,
the problem will be taken care of. The second suggestion is that Sec-
tions 492.070(c) and 492,080 are redundant. We do not understand this
comment although we readily concede that Section 492,080 is generally
meaningless because Section 492,040 permits levy on just about any
property. In short, we believe that no change is necessary; however, it
1s possible that the statute would be clearer if Sectlon 492.080 were
deleted and subdivision (c) of Section 492.070 were revised to provide:
{c) A description of the property to be attached under the
writ of actachment, and a statement that the plaintiff is informed
and believes that such property is subject to attachment pursuant

to Section 492.040. The description shall satisfy the requirements
of Section 484.020,

What action, if any, does the Commission wish to take?

Respectfully submitted,

Jack I. Horton
Assistant Executive Secretary
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Memorandum Th-16 EYHIBIT I

THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA

1210 K STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
TELEPHONE (916) 444.2762

: Office of the Legislative Representative ‘ March 11, 1974

Honorable Alister Mcalister v
Twenty-fifth Assembly District
4134 State Capitol

Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Re: Assembly Bill 2948
"Dear Mr. McAlister:

The Beoard of Governors of the State Bar of California has reviewed
your Assembly Bill 2948, relating to prejudgment attachment, and
has determined that it must oppose the legislation unless it is
amended in three particulars, and has determined to seek other
amendments in the bill,.

In doing so, the Board of Governors considered, and approved, a
report from the State Bar's Ad hoc Committee on Attachments, a copy
of which is enclosed. You will note that the report discusses two
proposals of the California Law Revision Commission, but is pri-
marily directed to the Commission's proposal regarding prejudgment
attachment which is incorporated in your A.B. 2948.

_ The three areas of primary concern to the State Bar, which must be

! corrected in order to remove its opposition, relate to 1) Judicial
Duties, discussed at page 2 of the committee's report, 2) Issuance
of the Right to Attach Order, discussed at page 6, and 3} Release
of Attached Property, discussed at page 13. I hope you will give
consideration to the amendments suggested on these three points, as
well as the other improvements suggested by our committee, and
afford us an opportunity to work with you as well as the representa-

i tives of the Law Revision Commission, so that we might be in a
position to endorse the legislation. As you will note from our
committee's report, we have engaged in dialogue with the Law Revision
Commission, and, although thev have not yet seen fit to incorporate
all of our suggestions, I am hopeful that these limited matters of
disagreement can be resolved.

We will be pleased tc discuss this legislation further, at your con-

venience.
Sincergly vyours, _
" /F | ’ ) .
et B L P
“H Iy
b Legislative Representative

cc{w/enc.}): Mr. Demoully
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INTRODUCTION
The_Ad Hoc Committee on Attachments met in San Francisco
on December 1, 1973, All members of the committee were present.
The major purpose of the meeﬁing was to report on the
recommendation that the Law Revision Commission (LRC) has fecently
made regarding "Prejudgment Attachment." The most recent draft of

o

this recommendation is dated December, 1973. The LRC's proposal
regarding "Enforcement of Sister State Money Judgments™ was also

%

discussed.
ACTIONS TAKEN

I. PREJUDGMENT ATTACHMERNT,
While the LRC and this committee have been considering
the attachment law for some time, we have not previously requested
that the Board of Governors act on the proposed law, since the

propcsal was not complete,

However, in Exhibit A of this committee’s report to the
Board dated January 8, 1973 many areas of difficulty were outlined.
fhe information regarding those.areas was furnished to the LRC and
many of the suggestions were adopted. Others were rejected for reasons
that appear reascnable and satisfactory; but certain areas of concern
are unresolved. As a result, this committeelrecommends that the LRC
proposal be "opposed" unless three specific changes are made. These
thfee critical areas are: Judicial Duties, Paragraph A {page 2) below:
Issuance of the Right to Attach Order, Paragraph D (page 6) below: and
Obtaining Release of Attached Property, Paragraph L (page 13) below.
In addition, dthef areas of concern are noted below, but
they are not deemed to be serious enough to warrant opposition to
the LRC proposal.

This appears to be an appropriate time for Board action,

LAt Y



since the wofk of the LRC seems to be virtually complete. It has
suggested a statute of some length (138 sections, not including
conforming changes), which appears to answer most questions that
may be raised in the field of attachments, In general, the statute
will only perﬁit attachments when a contract arises out of "conduct

-

of a trade, business or profession” by the defendant, See §483.010.
{Al; section and ;hapter references are to the Deéember, 1873
proposal,; unless otherwise stated.) Procedures for noticed and
ex parte issuance of orders regarding the "right t» attach," ang
the "right to a writ of attachment” are provided (chapters 4 and 5),
" and a prqcedure £or obtaining a protective order.is also set forth
{chapter 6)., The type of property subject to attachment and the
method of making the levy are also detailed (chapters 7 and 8.)

As implied abowe, the committee generally favors the LRC
proposal, but feels that certain portions of that proposal should
be changed. Those specific changes will now be discussed, -

A. Judicial duties.--Section 482.060 declares that the

duties to be performed under this proposal are "subordinate judiecial
duties within the meaning of §22 of Article VI §f the Califarnia 
Constitution." As the LRC comment indicates, this allows the
duties to be turned over to commissioners,

Your committee has consistently opposed this kind of
Provision, See, for example, this committee's report of January
8, 1973, regarding claim and delivery. It should be mentioned that
the Board opposed this sort of Provision in the claim, and delivery
law, but the legislature still adopted it for claim angd delivery
purﬁoses. See, CCP §516.040.

The area of prejudgment remedies is extremely important

i



and serious. This ié even more true in attachment than it is in
claim and delivery, for in the former case the plaintiff is attempt-
ing to obtain security in property that is not his in the first
instance, whereas in claim and delivery the plaintiff at least

- asserts an initial right to the property in question.

The attachment hearing will include many technical and
important issués. In effect, it can be expected to be a mini-
trial where the judicial officer must determine not only that the
plaintiff has established a prima facie case, but also that, considering
the "relative merits of the positions of the respective parties"”,
the plaintiff will probably prevail., [See LRC Comment to §481.190.]
Determinations as to exemptions must also be made. In short,
while these hearings will not aecide the merits of the case as
a matter of law {Sectionsl484.100 and 484.110], they may well be-
come the practical eéuivalent of that, especially since the seizure
of the defendant's property will follow.

The only justification for calling these duties “subor-—
dinate" would seem to be economy in the use of judges, but this
committee feels that such economy is more than outwieghed by the
novelty of the questions that must be decided and by the importance
of the judicial determinations involved.

Conclusion I,~-Section 482.060 should be stricken, or

redrafted to make it clear that the duties are not "subordinate
judicial duties." The committee recommends that the State Bar
. oppose the enactment of the proposed statute, if this change is
not made. It is noted that this change would not ;reclude the

parties from stipulating to a hearing by an individual who is not



a judge,
B. Right to Attachment.--Section 483.010 describes the

types of claims for which attachment is allowed. Basically, those
are_ciaims amounting to an aggregate of $500.00 or more and arising
out of the conduct of a trade, business or profession., lowever,

it also precludes the granﬁing of an attachment t¢o a plaintiff who
has any other form of security, including any “statutory, common
law or equitable" lien; and further declares that if a plaintiff
had such security, but it has become valueless through an "act" of
the plaintiff, no attachment can issue.

This committee assumes that the "valueless" provision 15 not
intended to cover the situation where a person with a posseséory lien
(see, e.g., Civil Code §§3046 et éeq) has permitted the defendant
to take the goods in questioh with him. If that were the law, then
every perscn with a pos;ible lien of this:type would be induced
to keep physical possession of the. goods rather than allowing
removal upon the defendant's promises to pay, etc. [We do not at
this point reflect on the question of whether such liens are con-
stitutional.] This would not be in the best interest of the vast
| majority Qf people, who pay their bills regularly, but not
necessarily on a C,0.D, basis. It is assumed that relinguishment
of such a lien will not be deemed to be an act of the plaintiff that
caused the security to becoﬁe valueless,

However, it would be better if this were clarified by an
appropriate comment, or otherwise.

I

Conclusion II.--The LRC should make it clear (by comment

or otherwise) that mere relinquishment of these liens (particularly



4 :
the statutory possessory liens) under §483.010 will not be an "act" .
f
that caused the security to become valueless for purposes of that !
section. ’ ' ’

C. Readiness for Hearing.--Section 484.080 requires the

A SRRt

court to denylthe plaintiff's application for a right to attach

order, if he is not ready to proceed on the hearing date, or if
L

he has not yet served tne defendant. ' i

cer B N n HET S,

The éommittee does not think this is justified. Pursuant
to §484.060 the defendant may have Ferved voluminous papers on fhe
plaintiff just five days prior to the hearing date, and the
plaintiff may have legitimate reasons to ask for a continuance.
Furthermore, it is possible that he will not have been able to
obtain service on the defendant by the date set for hearing. It
is simply too harsh to, require that his application be denied in
those circumstances. It is alsc wasteful, since the plaintiff could,
presumably, file a whole new application proceeding simply to cbta@n
extra time. No harm Qill come to the defendant if a continuance
is allowed, for this is simply the hearing to decide whether an

attachment should issue.

Conclusion III.-~Section 484.080{(a) should be amended to

read as follows:
At the time set for the hearing, the
plaintiff shall be ready to proceed.:
If the plaintiff is not ready, or if
he has failed to comply with §484.049.
the court may either deny the applica-

tion for the order, or, for good cause



shown, grant the plaintiff a contin-
uance for a reasonable period.

D. Issuance of Right to Attach Order.--Section 484.090

sets forth the determinations to be made by the judicial officer
before a right to attach order is issued.

o

This commitﬁee has found it most unfortunate that despite
judicial invitati;£s to bé innovative in the area of prejudgment
remedies, a great deal of effort has been expended in resurrecting
the remedies in a general form that is very similar to the old forms.

If nothing else, the court should be given authority to
"balance the equities" whenever an attachment is sought. This is
not very different from the requirement of "great and irreparable®
harm that the LRC already suggests when an ex parte order is sought
by the plaintiff. See, §§485.010 and 486.010. The following state-
ment regarding claim and delivery, which appears at pages 8 to 9
of the committee's report of January 8, 1973, is also apposite here
{(even though attachment presents different problems):

As suggested above, it is believed that equitable
concepts could be of great benefit here. The court

should be given authority to consider the relative

effect on the parties, such as relative harm, the

adequacy of damages as a remedy in the particular case,

and all other factors bearing on the justice of issu-

ing or withholding the order.

It might be said that once "probable validity"
is established all of these concepts are beside the

point. That is not necessarily true. For example,

e e



‘some have pointed out the difficulties involved where

a creditor has obtained security from a debtor on
account of a loan transac£ion, rather than in a purchase
money transaction or the like, If the trend ofrcases
cbntinues, we can expect that almost all repossessions

oF

will have tc be made after hearing, so that procedures
in t;is particular statue are quite important. This
gives rise to a dilemma. On the one hand, people ought
to be generally able to deal with their property in

any manner that they wish, including giving security
interests in it. On the other hand, sophisticated
crediters, who can be expected to have more economic
power and legal help than many debtors, will always

be able to, shape transactions so that they take security
in items that might otherwise even be exempt from
execution. As a practical matter, debtors may not be
able to resist this, and a whole new congeries of
abuses could grow up.

If the courts are given the equitable power to
decide these cases, by using such conecepts as relative
harm and justice to the Parties, the remedy will have
its own internal feedback system, which can adjust for
abuses as they begin to arise,

Conclusion IV.--~The committee recommends that the State

Bar oppose enactment of the LRC proposal, unless the following

changes are made:

1. Section 484.030 is amended to read substantially



as follows:

The application shall be supported by an

affidavit showing (a) that the plaintiff

is entitled to a judgment on the claim

upon which the attachment is baseds and

(b} facts bearing upon thne relative injury

to both plaintiff and defendant Should the

application be granted or denied, the ability

of the defendant to respond in damages after

judgment should the application be denied,

and any other facts regarding the eguity and

justice of issuance of a right to attach

order under the circumstances of the case, .

2. Sectdion 484.090(a) is amended to read substantially

as follows:

At the hearing, the court shalil consider the

showing made by the parties appearing and

shall issue a right to attach order if it finds

all of the following:

(1} The ¢laim upon which the attachment

(2}

is based is one upon which an attach-
mgnt may be issued,

The plaintiff has established the
probable validity of the claim upon
which the attachment is based, and
after considering all of the circum-

stances including, but not limited to,



the relative injury to both plain-
tiff and defendant should the
applicatioﬁ be granted or denied,
the ability of the defendant to
respond in damages after judgment
should tﬁé application be denied,
and all other factors that bear on
equity and justice under the cir-
cumstances of the case, the court
finds that the right to attach order
should be made.

{3) The attachment is not sought for a
Purpose other than the recovery on the
claim upon which the attachment is
based,

E, Additional Writs.--Sections 484.310 et seq. provide

a procedure whereby a plaintiff, on notice, can apply for additional
writs of attachment,
Sections 485.510 et seq. provide a procedure wheraby a

plaintiff, without hotice, can apply for additional writs of attach~

ment, when "great or irreparable damage" would occur if the writs
were not so issued.
Sections 484,510 et seq. provide a procedure whereby a

plaintiff, without notice, can apply for additional writs of

attachment, even if no great or irreparable damage is alleged,
The committee does not believe that the Separate ex parte

Procedures of §§484.510 et seq.and 485.510 et seq.are necessary or



K
| deéifable. Indeed, all of such ex parte proceedings should re-
quire a showihg of "great or irreparable damage."” This can easily
be accomplished by eliminating §§484.510 through 484.530 and

amending §485.510,

Conclusion V.--Sections 484.010 through 484.530 should

be stricken, and §485.510 should be amended to read as follows:
At any time after a riéht to attach order
has been issued under either Article 1 of
Chapter 4 {commencing with §484.010) or
Article 2 of Chapter 5 (commencing with
§485.210}, the plaintiff may apply for a
writ of attachment under this Article by
filing an application with the court in which
the action is brought.
Conforming changes woulq be needed in §§485.520 and 485.%40.

F. Contents of Application for Additional wWrits of

Attachment.--Section 484.320 provides the form of application for

additional writs of attachment after the original right to attach
order has been granted. However, it does not require that the
plaintiff allege that his claim has not been discharged in bankruptcy
at the time of the application. t should so provide,

Conclusion VI.--Section 484,320 should include a provision

similar to that of §484,020(d), whereby the plaintiff will swear
that his claim has not been discharged, etc., in bankruptcy.

G. HNotice of Application and Hearing.--When a plaintiff

initially applies for a writ of attachment, he must give a notice
to the defendant that defendant must respond by five days prior to
the hearing. See, §484.050(d}.

This information .is not provided in the notice of application

f O—



for additional writs. It should be.

Conclusion VII.--Section 484.,340(d) should be amended to

read as follows:
If the defendant claims that the property
specified in the application, or a portion
thereof, is exempt *from attachment, he shall
‘file with the court a claim of exemption with
respect to the property as provided in §484,350,
not later than five days prior to the date set
for hearing. 1If he does not do so, the claim
of exemption will be barred in the absence of
a showing of a change in circumstances occurring
after the hearing,

H. Ex Parte Procedure for Obtaining a Writ of Attachment.--

When a writ of attacﬁﬁent upon notice is sought, the plaintiff
must serve the defendant with the summons and complaint. Seé,
§484.040(a) .

However, there is no provision for serving the defendant
with the summons and lcomplaint in the ex parte procedure sections.

The committee believes that the defendant is entitle& to
be served with these documents at the time he is served with the
writ of attachment, if he is not served before that.

Conclusion VIII.--A section should be added to Chapter 5

of the propbsal, containing the following language, but the committee
does not undertake to fix the exact number of this‘section or its

placement:

At or before the date of service of the COpPY
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‘of the writ of attachment on the defendant,
the summons and complaint shall be served
upon the defendant.

1. Expiration of Temporary Protective Order.--Section

486.090 provides the time of expiration of a temporary protective
order, which has been granted under the provisions of Chapter 6.
The LRC, in an apparent attempt to protect defendants,
has placed an absolute limit of forty days on the order. While
protection of defendants is a worthwhile gcal, this provision
seems to go too far, particularly when one realizes that the
defendant may cause the hearing on the right to attach order to
be continued. See, §484.080.
Thus, the committee feels that the court ought teo at least
have discretion to extend the-effect of the temporary order, when

the defendant has obtained a continuance of the hearing.

Conclusion IX.--Section 486.090(a) ought to be amended

to provide that the temporary protective order will expire:
Forty days after the issuance of the order
or, if an earlier date is prescribed by the
court in the order, on such earlier date;
provided, however, if the court grants the
defendant a continuance of the hearing on
plaintiff's application for a right to attach
order and writ of attachment, the temporary
protective order may be extended for a period
ending ten days after the new hearing d;te.

J. Levies on Motor Vehicles and Vessels,-~The committee

merely notes that §488.350(b) provides forty-five days to serve a

~fd~



copy of the writ of attachment on the defendant, but §488.350(c)
provides thirty days to serve the copy on the legal owner of a
motor vehicle or vessel. Other sections use the forty—-five day
period, even for third party service. See, e.g., §488.310(c).
The reason for the different period in §488.350(c) is not clear.

Conclusion X.~--The attention of the LRC should be invited

to the dispariéy in the time limits provided in §488.350(c} and

other sections,

K. . Use of a Kegper.--Section 488.360(a) permits use of a

keeper. Under the provisions of this section, the keeper is told

that, "payment by check or by a credit card issued by a person other

than the defendant shall be deemed the equivalent of a cash payment,"”
The LRC has indicated that this provision does not present

any difficulties, H?weve¥, it has provided a very detailed section

to explain how checks are to be cashed [Section 488.520], while

no provision explaining the method to be used for collecting

credit card purchases is provided. Perhaps the right to payment‘

should ke tréated as an account receivable. See, §4B1.030. In

all events, an explanatory section or comment should be provided.

Conclusion XI.--A code section or explanatory comment
should be provided to direct attention to the method of collecting
on credit card purchases, which are made while a keeper is in
possession of the defendant's business. See §488.360(a).

L. Obtaining Release of Attached Farm Products and Inven-

tory.--Section 488.360(b} provides that property attached pursuant
to §488.360(a) can be released if the defendant shows that it is

"essential for the support of himself and his family," and that

-13-



he is solvent,
Nothing in the court decisionsimplies that a person may
be deprived of assets essential for Support, simply because he is

not solvent. See, e€.g., Randone v, Appellate Department, 5 Cal.3d

536, 96 Cal. Rptr. 709, 488 P.2d 13 (1971).

This point was raised at an,earlier time and the LRC staff
agreed with the cgmmittee. In Memo 73-5 of December 20, 1972, the
LRC staff stated:

The AHC expresses a concern that the staff
also had, and has, with regard to this
section, That is, "necessities" are
"necessities” and Randone would seem to
require the exemption from attachment of
such property whether or not the defendant
is solvent. However, this thought was re-
jected earlier, and we merely note the AHC's
comment,

The State Bar should not lend its support to a provision
that is unconstitutional on its face.

Conclusion XII.--The State Bar should oppose the LRC

proposal, if the solvency test set forth in §488.360(b) (1) is not

removed.,

M. Attachment of Interest in Estate Property.--Section

488.430 provides a method for attaching the interest of a defendant
in personal property belonging to an estate., It coﬁtinues the
substance of present CCP §561. ‘
However, that section currently presents problems of

service, that need not be carried over to the new law. There is
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no feasoﬁ-to require service on the personal representative of

the estate, when the method of filing creditor's claims set forth
in California Probate Code §710 woﬁld work as well. That procedure
should be used here. |

Conclusion XIII.--Section 488.430(a) should be changed

to read as follows:

' To attach the interes:t of a defendant in
personal property belonging to the estate
of a decedent, whether by testate or in-
testate succession, the levying officer
shall file two copies of the writ and the
notice in the office of the clerk of the
court in which the estate is being admin-
istered and the clerk shall immediately
deliver, personally or by mail, to the
personal representative, or his attorney,

a copy of the writ and the notice of

attachment.

N. Amount of Undertaking,--The LRC is working with various
possibilities in the area of fixing the undertaking in attachment
matters. See, §489.220 and page 5 of LRC Memo 73-95, dated October
25, 1973. The competing. considerations are protection of the
defendant's right to damages for wrongful attachment, and avoidance
of the requirement of a bond that is arbitrarily and excessively
high. There are many ways to balance these considerations, and
the committee proposes the one set forth in the following

conclusion.
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Conclusion XIV.--Section 489,220 should read as follows:

{a) Except as provided in subdivisions (b)
‘ and (c), the amount of an undertaking
Afiled pursuant to this Article shall be
$2,000.00. “

(b} The court, upon applicﬁtion of the plaintiff,
may order filing of an undertaking in an amount
less than the amount provided in subdivision
(a}, which undertaking shalil not, in any
event, be less than the value of the property
sought to be attached.

(c) If, upon objection to the undertaking, the
court determines that the probable recovery
for wrongful attachment exceeds the amount
of the undertaking, it shall order the amount
of the undertaking increased to the amount it
determines to be the probable recovery for
wrongful attachment if it is ultimately de-
termined that there was a wrongful attachment.

O. Non-Resident Attachment,--Chapter 12 (§§492.010 et segq.)

providés for the attachment of property of a non-resident for the
purpose of obtaining quasi in rem jurisdiction. The committee fully
supperts the adoption of this chapter, and only suggests two changes:
(1) a provision requiring service of the summons and complaint on
the defendant should be_provided (see, e.g., Conclusioh VIII above):

and (2) §8492.070(c) and 492.080 are redundant.

-16-
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Conclusion XV.--The following changes should be made in

the proposal as it relates to non-resident attachment:
(1) A section should be added, which section should
contain the following language:
At or before the date of service of the
copy of the writ of attachment on- the
defendant, the summons and complaint
shall be served upon the defendant.
(2) Section 492.070(c) should be changed to read
as follows, which will eliminate its redundancy with §492.080:
{c) A description of the property to be
attached under the writ of attachment,
in?ludihg plaintiff's estimate of its
fair market wvalue.
IT. ENFORCEMENT OF SISTER STATE MONEY JUDGMENTS
The LRC has proposed a simple alternative method for
registering and enforcing money judgments entered in sister states.
This will correct our present "traditional process for enforcing
sister state judgments [which] has been criticized as time consuming
and inefficient." See page 1 of the LRC Recommendation of November,
1973,

Conclusion XVI.~--The State Bar should support the LRC

proposal for enforcement of sister state money Jjudgments.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The committee recommends that the Board of Governors take

‘the following actions regarding the following matters:
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I. Prejudgment attachment:
A. The State Bar should indicate its opposition to
adoption of the statute, unless the following changes are made:

(1} The statute is amended to make it clear that
the duties are not.subordinate judi%ial duties. {Section 482.060;
Conclusibn I, pa%e-3.)

(2} The statute is amended to permit the court to
balance equities before granting or refusing a right to attach order.
(Sections 484.030 and 484.090(a); Conclusion IV, page 7.)

(3) The solvency factor is removed from the test
for determining whether farm products and inventory of a going
business can be released from attachment. (Sectiocn 488.360(b) (1)
Conciusion XI1, page 14.)

B. The following changes should be recommended to the
LRC and the State Bar should seek amendment of the statute if the
LRC does not; but these changes should not be grounds for opposition
to the statute as a whole:

(1) Relinguishment of a lien {particularly a
statutory possessory lien) should not be an "act" of plaintiff that
precludes attachment. (Section 483.010; Conclusion II, page 4.)

(2) The court should have discretion to grant
plaintiff a continuance of the right to attach hearing. (Section
484.080(a}; Conclusion III, page 5.}

{3) The plaintiff should only be grénted an ex parte
writ of attachment when great or irreparable damage would cccur if
such writ were not granted. (Sections 484.010 et seq. and 485.510;

Conclusion V, page 10.)

(4) Additional writs should only be granted if

Hcan
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the plaintiff swears that the claim has not been discharged in
bankruptcy. (Section 484.320; Conclusion VI, page 10.}

{5) wWhen plaintiff applies for additional writs
of attachment, the notice should tell the defendant that he must
respond by five days prior to the hearing. (Section 484,340(4);
Conclusion VII, page li.} “

’ {6) The summons and complaint should be served
upon the defendant at or before the service of the writ of
attachment, even if the writ is issued ex parte, (Chapter 5:
Conclusion VIII, page 11.)

(7) The court ought to have discretion to ceontinue
a temporary protective order in effect beyond forty days, when
£he defendant has obtained continuance of the right to attach
hearing. (Section 486.090(a): Conclusion IX, page 12.)

(B}JThe attention of the LRC should be invited
to the difference in time limits set forth in §488.350(c) and other
sections. (Conclusion X, page 13.) ]

| {9) The method of collecting on credit card
pPurchases, when a keeper is running a defendant's business, should
be clarified. (Section 488.360(a); cConclusion XI, page 13.)

{10) The method of attaching a defendant's
inﬁerest in personal property of an estate should be simplified,
(Section 4B8.430; Concluéion XIII, page 15.)

{11} A proposed section for determining the amount of
an attaching plaintiff's undertaking should be forwarded to the LRC,
(Section 489,220: Conclusicn X1V, page 16,) '

{12) The summons and complaint should be served

on the defendant at or before the service of the writ of attachment,



even if the writ is issued to ohtain quasi in rem jurisdiction:
and a redundancy should be eliminated ﬁrom the quasi in rem jur-
isdiction chapter. (Chapter 12; Conclusion XV, page 17.)

II. The State Bar should support the LRC proposal reqgard-

ing Enforcement'of Sister State Money Judgments,

Dated: ,//;c_..g,; . a-z'f/, 1973,
/
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Respectfully submitted
AD HOC COMMITTEE ON ATTACHMENTS

Nathan Frankel

Edward N. Jackson

Andrea S. Ordin

Ronald N, Paul

William W. Vaughn

Ferdinand F. Fernandez, Chairman
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LEFERL TO FLLE fUMAER

Mr. John H. DeMoul :"5;
prcufjwm Secreiar
California lLaw He
School aof Law
Stanford, Talifornia

T o (ieymgp oo
‘=¢*1j,;:! !

RFe: A, B. 2GuB

Dagr John:

I understand from Bill Kumli that the Law Revlsion Commisslon plans
to meet on May 3, 1974 in Los Anzeles, at which time 1t will further
conslder the Atudchment 2111, and the Calilferniz Credit Associations

have reguested that I attend thas mﬁet4n- te discuss with the Com-
missicn the cobjiections which the dit Asecct auian have to the

Blll in its present form. These ab&ecti¢ia relate primarily to
three areas: The restrictions upon the right to obtaln a grotec-
tive order, the restrictions upcn the property of an individual
debtor which may be subject to levy and the sxpansion of the lia-
bllity of z defendant for wrongful attachment.

In order that you and the wmembzrz ol the Commizsicn may have an
opportunity fto examine the specific changex whizh the Credlit Assocla-
tions would progose in this Biil +o meet t» gopjections, I am en-
closing herewlth ift e coples of a memorancum setting forth the
amendments to the B1l1Z which woulcd be necessary in order for the

Credit Asscciatlons Lo be able te support 1%.

I assume %that there is ne Intention %o orir Eill to a wvote on
the floor of the Ascembly nrior to the GiSLaCS;Oﬂ ant May 3, 1974 and
that we will be glven ample notlze of any sueh scheduled vote.

Sdngerely yours,
R .

HM:de

Enclosures

ge:  Members of the Legislis
Credilt Managers Associations
California

ative Commiitces
of
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1. In line 5, p. 1%, change "may” tc "shall.™
-~ T - - = . e - [o i -
2 Delete subdivislon (b of Section 236,010,
] L oar Ry
ines 26€ through 30, p. 28
i - [0
SLon La of Sentlox 43t,.j:l:,

4. Change "(e)" to "{d)" in 1lirne 7, p. 26,

5. Delete Section 486.04C, lines 32 through 37,

6. Amend Section 436, 050, line 38, p. 22 .through
line 8, p. 30 to read as fol: :

"456.050. (a)} Except as otherwise provided
) )

in Sectlon 436.060, the temnorary protective corder
shall prohiblt any transfer by the defendant of
any of nls nroperty ir this state subject to the

levy of a writ of attachment ctneryise than in
the orcinary course of busiress and zny payment

by the defendant of any anteczedent debt.

4
+
¥

2

[

]
+
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(b) The order may irmpose appro-
rriazte restrictions on thﬂ iisnesivicon of the
proceeds Trom any transler 1n She ordinary course
of business."

7. Amend
{c) of Sectiocn
read as follows

"{e} Wnere the defendant 13
an individuzal enpzeed I 2 trade, business, or
professicn (includlng & partnsr who is Individually
lianle for the partnsrshiv debil ol nls real

H

property and all of his slilcwling property if it
is used or held for us ot y 1 3 trade,
business or pirelossion r unaJ ‘”pc
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read as fol

by this Chanter
Tor the 2ffeonl
divisiong ‘
snall not

10. £90.010, lines

11, Delete line 39, p. 55, and change the comma to a
pericd at the end of line 38,

i2. In subdivisicn (b} of Sectlon #5C,020, put a
period after the word "undertakinz™ in line 4, n. 57, and
delete the remaincer or that subdivision (lines 8~7, p. 57).

13. Delete Szotion 430.030, lines & through 27, p. 57.

14, Dele
to a period




